Poly-victimization refers to multiple types of victimization suffered by a single individual within the same time frame. It is a relatively new concept (e.g., Finkelhor, Ormrod, & Turner, 2007; Finkelhor, Ormrod, Turner, & Hamby, 2005; , with the majority of victimization research to date having focused on single types of victimization (e.g., bullying, child maltreatment). This narrow focus runs contrary to evidence that often children who are victimized by one type of offense (e.g., by sexual victimization) have also suffered other types of victimization (e.g., physical maltreatment; Finkelhor et al., 2007) . Although some studies have statistically controlled for other types of victimization (e.g., Lereya, Copeland, Costello, & Wolke, 2015) , it has been suggested that the focus on a single type of victimization may overestimate its effect and mask the hidden effect of other types of victimization a child has also experienced (e.g., Soler, Forns, Kirchner, & Segura, 2015) . This highlights the importance of studying poly-victimization.
Definitions and operationalizations of poly-victimization vary considerably across studies with implications for its estimated prevalence. One approach has been to define poly-victimization in a sample-specific manner. In some research, primarily studies concerning lifetime poly-victimization (e.g., Cyr et al., 2013; Finkelhor, Ormrod, Turner, & Holt, 2009; Finkelhor, Shattuck, Turner, Ormrod, & Hamby, 2011; Le, Holton, Nguyen, Wolfe, & Fisher, 2015; Turner, Finkelhor, & Ormrod, 2010) , the top 10% of participants exposed to the highest number of victimization types have been defined as poly-victims. However, as assessed victimization types and prevalence rates differ in different samples, the same relative cut-off mark leads to different substantive cut-offs which makes comparisons across studies difficult. Another approach has been to define absolute cut-off scores that make data more comparable across studies. Specifically, the threshold of four different types of victimization in the previous year has been employed to define poly-victimization in a number of studies (Cyr et al., 2013; Finkelhor et al., 2007; Pereda, Guilera, & Abad, 2014) reporting between 8% (Cyr et al., 2013) and 12% (Finkelhor et al., 2005) poly-victimization prevalence rates in samples of 2-17 year olds, in Canada and the United States, respectively. Using the same cut-off, Pereda et al. (2014) reported a 19.3% prevalence rate in a Spanish sample of 12-17 year olds. A five or more victimizations cut-off was used by Ellonen and Salmi (2011) , who classified 9% of their sample of 12-to 16-year-old Finnish adolescents as poly-vic-tims. Furthermore, findings from a recent population-based prevalence study (Jackson, Browne, & Joseph, 2016) reported that young people in one county of the United Kingdom were exposed to an average of 2.8 different types of victimization in school and/or in the community at a given time. This number would be very likely higher if victimization experienced at home were included in this study. Poly-victimization rates vary across countries and also across studies within countries not only because of differences in the definition of, or cut-off for, poly-victimization but also due to differences in the types of victimizations which are measured and differences in sample characteristics (e.g., age). Despite these differences, it is clear that poly-victimization affects a non-negligible group of victims.
Whereas in the past several years progress has been made in examining the prevalence and characteristics of poly-victimization, much less is known about the developmental nature of poly-victimization. In one of the rare studies that have used a longitudinal design, Finkelhor et al. (2009) assessed children (aged 2-17 years at the first data collection) three times over a 4-year period and found that 53% of the youths who were classified as poly-victims in waves 2 and 3 of the data collection, were poly-victims in wave 1 as well, showing that poly-victimization may persist over time. Notably, the study also reported a considerable heterogeneity among those who were poly-victimized with respect to the seriousness of victimization, types of victimization, where it occurred, and by whom over time.
More recently, efforts have been made to explore this heterogeneity and examine, through the use of person-centered analyses such as latent class analysis (LCA), whether meaningful classes of poly-victims can be identified. Several cross-sectional studies utilizing this approach were carried out on specific subpopulations of psychiatric patients, justice-involved or homeless youths (Adams et al., 2016; Aebi et al., 2015; Butcher, Holmes, Kretschmar, & Flannery, 2016; Ford, Grasso, Hawke, & Chapman, 2013; Grasso et al., 2013; Tossone et al., 2015) or a mix of high-risk subsamples of adolescents ( Kretschmar, Tossone, Butcher, & Flannery, 2016) . Fewer such investigations were carried out utilizing normative samples (Ford, Elhai, Connor, & Frueh, 2010; Reid & Sullivan, 2009; Turner, Shattuck, Finkelhor, & Hamby, 2016) . These studies identified between two (Tossone et al., 2016) and six classes (Ford et al., 2010; Turner et al., 2015) of which one (e.g., Butcher et al., 2016; Turner et al., 2016) to four (e.g., Adams et al., 2016; Ford et al., 2010) were different types of poly-victims, or groups of youths with different patterns of polyvictimization. Most studies identified a low victimization class, and a range of smaller other classes; for instance, in addition to the "non-victims" and "poly-victims," Turner et al. (2016) found four more classes, or groups of individuals-"home victims," "sexual victims," "home and school victims," and "community victims." The differences in classes depended on types of victimizations included in each study, sample size, and characteristics, as well as on what additional aspects of victimization were considered in the LCA (e.g., chronicity in Adams et al., 2016; context in Turner et al., 2016) .
Despite these differences, all the studies that included analyses related to mental health and behavioral outcomes indicated that youths in the poly-victimization group(s) were at the highest risk for a variety of mental health and behavioral problems, including delinquency (e.g., Ford et al., 2010; Grasso et al., 2013; Turner et al., 2016) , substance abuse (e.g., Ford et al., 2013; Grasso et al., 2013) and depression (e.g., Grasso et al., 2013) . Importantly, these findings echo the findings from variable-based analyses, suggesting that exposure to different types of victimization may have a bigger impact than exposure to repeated incidents of the same type of victimization on a wide range of mental health outcomes (e.g., .
While the studies on poly-victimization carried out to date offer important insights into different patterns of poly-victimization and relation to outcomes, they also present some limitations. Firstly, all previous LCA studies have been cross-sectional -they included a single assessment point asking participants to report on their past experiences (with reference to their life-time or past-year experiences). Thus, they provide limited insights into the developmental patterns of different types of poly-victimization across adolescence. Furthermore, the existing longitudinal studies, all of which were based on variable-centered analyses, as well as the LCA studies, have used large age ranges grouped together when looking at poly-victimization. As a result, they draw conclusions about 10-17 ), 11-17 (Radford, Corral, Bradley, & Fisher 2013 ), 13-18 (Adams et al., 2016 ), 7-17 (Grasso et al., 2013 , or 14-20 (Aebi et al., 2015) year-olds as a group. Although it is useful to group age ranges in order to gain an initial insight into a phenomenon, it can mask a great amount of heterogeneity of experience throughout adolescence.
A substantial body of research has documented the link between childhood victimization and a range of adverse developmental outcomes across the life span (e.g., Gilbert et al., 2009; Takizawa, Maughan, & Arseneault, 2014; Widom, Czaja, Bentley, & Johnson, 2012) . While fewer studies have examined the effects of adolescent victimization on outcomes, those which compared the effects of childhood versus adolescent victimization (e.g., Cutajar et al., 2010; Ireland, Smith, & Thornberry, 2002; Thornberry, Ireland, & Smith, 2001) found that victimization during adolescence had a greater negative impact on a variety of outcomes over the life course, including internalizing and externalizing problems, substance use, and delinquency.
This finding is not surprising given that adolescence has been described as the second most critical developmental period, next only to infancy, characterized by rapid neurobiological, socio cognitive, and emotional development (e.g., Cromer, 2011; Luciana, 2013; Smith, Ireland, & Thornberry, 2005) . This period of rapid changes also represents vulnerability during which both risk and protective factors may exert a greater impact on the various developmental processes (Steinberg, 2005) . Multiple developmental transitions can increase stress on the adolescent, which in turn can increase the risk for the onset of mental health difficulties (Cicchetti & Rogosch, 2002; Fuhrmann, Knoll, & Blakemore, 2015) even without the experience of victimization.
Victimization during adolescence may lead to severe negative outcomes through a variety of adolescent-specific processes. For instance, it has been suggested that the greater independence and autonomy of adolescents may enable their access to illegitimate coping strategies when experiencing victimization (e.g., Garbarino, 2017) . Furthermore, in families with harsh parenting the striving of adolescents for greater independence in the face of parental control may lead to tension and maladaptation (Straus, 1988) . According to general strain theory (Agnew, 1992 (Agnew, , 2001 ), due to their greater cognitive maturity adolescents may be especially stressed by adverse conditions they are not able to escape from, such as an abusive home, and as a result they are more likely than young children to react by engaging in delinquent behaviors. Delinquency may mask the underlying experiences of victimization during adolescence and thus further exacerbate its effects on other developmental outcomes. In addition, given their cognitive and physical development, adolescents may be better able to defend themselves and thus may be viewed, by some, as initiators of violence, rather than victims of such acts. For some teachers, parents and mental health practitioners, it may be easier to see a young child as a defenseless victim and thus offer help and support as first response but to focus on adolescents' maladaptive behavior in general or prior to exploring the reasons. Taken together, given the negative effects of adolescent victimization on a variety of mental health and behavioral outcomes it is likely that poly-victimization has an even more pronounced impact in adolescence than in childhood because it may impact a variety of developing processes during this highly sensitive developmental period.
Exposure to situations carrying a risk of different types of victimization increases from childhood to adolescence. Given the social, emotional, and cognitive advances experienced by adolescents, the time supervised by caregivers in the family home decreases, and the time spent with peers in school and later also in unstructured environments increases throughout adolescence. According to Finklehor's (2007) developmental theory of victimology and poly-victimization, this change in activity structure leads to an increased risk of polyvictimization (Finkelhor et al., 2009 ). The theory argues for a "transitivity of risk" (Finklehor, 2007, p. 35) suggesting that young people exposed to parental maltreatment are more likely than nonvictimized youths to also experience abuse by peers and others over their life span. This is the case because they are hypothesized to be less equipped with the social and emotional skills necessary to form friendships and engage prosocially with peers. As a result, they are more likely to experience peer rejection and victimization (e.g., Juvonen & Graham, 2014) . On the basis of this theory, we would expect that "poly-victimized youths" would be young people who first experience victimization at home and later also victimization by peers at school and others in the community. However, the continuity of parental victimization may not be consistent across all youths who are poly-victimized.
Previous research documented inconsistent findings with respect to exposure to parental victimization over time. Finkelhor (2013) found that although additional victimization occurs, parental maltreatment continued to be important up to age 17; and elsewhere (Finklehor, 2007) he reported that it increased with age. Similar findings have been reported by Thornberry et al. (2001) , who in their sample of 1,000 young people from a normative population found that the largest proportion reported to be maltreated in adolescence only (7.8%), in contrast to 6.1% in late childhood only and 3.5% in early childhood only. Furthermore, only 2.8% of the young people in this study reported having been exposed to parental maltreatment both in childhood and in adolescence. It is therefore possible that some young people who are poly-victimized across the lifespan are persistently exposed to parental victimization throughout adolescence in addition to other types of victimization, whereas others may be experiencing primarily multiple types of non-parental victimization early or later in development.
Thus, several important research questions remain unanswered. For instance, no research to date has explored whether it is possible to identify distinctive groups of poly-victims across adolescence and whether poly-victimization increases or decreases between the ages of 11 and 17. Similarly, to date no studies have examined whether distinct groups of poly-victims are stable or variable over time, or whether they are distinctively related to youths' mental health and behavioral outcomes. In addition, very little is known about the changing relation between family-related, school-related, and community-related victimization over this key transition period. Thus, a longitudinal study of the exposure to victimization and poly-victimization over the course of adolescence enables a better understanding of their dynamics during this key developmental period, which may in turn contribute to developmentally sensitive prevention and intervention strategies.
The Current Study
The aim of this study was to expand on previous research by examining different types of victimization and poly-victimization biennially measured at four time points (waves) across adolescence from ages 11 to 17 years. First, we examined the prevalence of several types of victimization and poly-victimization. Next, we explored the patterns and continuity of poly-victimization across adolescence. In addition, we utilized a person-centered data analytic approach, longitudinal latent class analysis (LLCA; Collins & Lanza, 2013) to identify subgroups of adolescents with distinct victimization patterns based on their experiences of different types of victimization at ages 11, 13, 15, and 17. Consistent with previous research (e.g., Butcher et al., 2016; Turner et al., 2016) , we considered victimization in different contexts (school, home, and street) and defined victimization broadly to include peer violence, parental corporal punishment, and sexual victimization. We utilized self-reported victimization data from a normative sample of adolescents.
As we were interested in exploring longitudinal profiles of adolescent (poly)-victimization based on four waves of data, we carried out LLCA analyses. Our study is the first to explore these longitudinal patterns, and therefore our goal was to inductively define groups of youths with no a priori assumptions. However, consistent with previous studies which utilized LCA based on normative samples comparable to ours (e.g., Ford et al., 2010; Turner et al., 2016) , we anticipated that our analyses would distinguish a group of adolescents with a generally low victimization profile, as well as one to three poly-victimization groups with distinct victimization profiles across adolescence. It was expected that one of the poly-victimization groups might represent young people who have been consistently victimized by their caregivers and later also peers and others in school and in the community. Another group was expected to be represented by young people who experience early parental victimization but later primarily experience different types of peer victimization. Moreover, in line with previous cross-sectional findings (e.g., Adams et al., 2016) , we predicted that polyvictimization profiles characterized by a greatest number and variety of experienced victimizations across time will be associated with increased levels of behavioral and emotional problems, including substance use and delinquency as well as less prosocial behavior at age 17.
Our study also provided an initial exploration of the question whether the observed differences in poly-victimization profiles may be related to or explained by gender, socioeconomic status (SES), or ethnic minority status. While information is sparse in relation to any of these sociodemographic variables and poly-victimization, there is some evidence for gender differences and differences based on SES in the prevalence rates of specific types of victimization. For instance, researchers have reported higher rates of sexual victimization in females (e.g., Averdijk, Mueller-Johnson, & Eisner 2011; Radford et al., 2013) , more victimization by peers in males (Radford et al., 2013) , as well as more corporal punishment by parents in males (e.g., Gershoff, Purtell, & Holas, 2015; Schneider, MacKenzie, Waldfogel, & Brooks-Gunn, 2015) .
Similarly, previous research suggests that young people from families with low SES are more likely to be victimized by their parents (e.g., Eckenrode, Smith, McCarthy, & Dineen, 2014; Pfeiffer, Wetzels, & Enzmann, 1999) as well as their peers (e.g., Jansen, Veenstra, Ormel, Verhulst, & Reijneveld, 2011) . Given these findings, we wondered whether girls versus boys and young people from different SES backgrounds may follow different poly-victimization patterns, or fall into different groups. To address this question, we carried out analyses to examine the composition of each class based on gender and SES. Furthermore, while previous studies do not offer support for the direct effect of ethnic minority status on exposure to victimization generally (e.g., Mehari & Farrell, 2015) , higher rates of parental maltreatment were found in a German study for youth with a migration background compared to youth born to German parents (Pfeiffer et al., 1999) . Given the ethnic diversity of our sample, we also examined the composition of each class based on parental immigration status.
Understanding different poly-victimization profiles spanning adolescence and their relation to a range of behavioral outcomes as well as demographic variables may aid researchers and practitioners in identifying young people at risk of specific types of poly-victimization and addressing their specific needs.
METHOD Sample
Participants were drawn from the Zurich Project on the Social Development of Children and Youths (z-proso)-a longitudinal study spanning 10 years and including eight waves of data collection. The target sample size at wave 1 was 1,675 first graders from 56 schools in Zurich, Switzerland, which were stratified by school size and socioeconomic background of the school district (Eisner & Ribeaud, 2007) . For the purposes of this study, we utilized data self-reported by the youths during the most recent four waves, at ages 11, 13, 15, and 17, reporting their experiences in the previous 12 months. This age range was selected due to the focus of this study on poly-victimization in adolescence. To assess outcomes we relied on data reported at age 17 by the youths, their classroom teachers, or vocational trainers.
Following Swiss Canton of Zurich regulations, parental consent was acquired for the youths' participation up to age 11; from age 13 onwards, active consent was acquired from the participating youths and up to age 15 parents were given the possibility to opt out their child from participation. At age 13, youths were offered a financial incentive worth approximately 30 USD, at age 15.50 USD and at age 17.60 USD. Prior to this, a family incentive of approximately the same amount was offered to the parents who participated in computerassisted parent interviews in the first four waves of data collection.
Participants with any available information related to any type of victimization at each of the waves were included in the analyses. Of the 1,675 youths in the initial sample, 1,147 (68%) participated in the study at age 11, 1,364 (81%) at age 13, 1,447 (86%) at age 15, and 1,305 (78%) at age 17. The data of all 1,523 participants who completed at least one questionnaire between ages 11 and 17 was utilized in the analyses. Preliminary analyses revealed no significant differences in the baseline characteristics measured at age 7 (gender, SES, immigration status) of youths who participated versus those who did not participate at later waves of data collection. Of the 1,523 participants, 52% (n = 785) were boys and 11% were born outside of Switzerland; 46% (n = 538) of the 1,179 youths for whom this information was available had both parents born abroad (representing more than 80 countries of origin).
Measures
Youths and their teachers were administered paper-and-pencil questionnaires which assessed the young people's social, emotional, and behavioral development and experiences, including different types of victimization with reference to the past year. Youths completed surveys in a classroom setting and teachers were administered theirs via a postal survey.
Victimization measures.
Corporal punishment. Youths answered three (at age 11 and 17) and four (at age 13 and 15) questions adapted from the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (Shelton, Frick, & Wootton, 1996) tapping a range of corporal punishments at each age. The questions asked whether parents slapped (at ages 11, 13, 15, and 17), hit them with a stick, a belt or another object (at ages 13, 15, and 17), had spanked them (at ages 11, 13, and 15), or had pulled their hair to discipline them (at ages 13, 15, and 17). Each question was rated on a scale including 0 (never), 1 (rarely), 2 (sometimes) and 3 (often/always). The individual items were used in the analyses in order to tease out any particular patterns in poly-victimization. Variables which were not assessed at a specific age-for instance, whether parents hit their children with objects, which was not asked at age 11-were not included in the analyses as they were missing by design, thus not missing at random (NMAR). Approaches to handle missing data such as maximum likelihood (ML) estimation, which provides unbiased parameter estimates to address missing data, do so when data are missing at random (MAR); they do not adequately address missingness when data are NMAR (see for further information on attrition in z-proso).
Peer victimization/bullying. At each age, youths answered four questions adapted from Olweus (1993) , which asked them about their experiences of being physically attacked, ignored or excluded, insulted or taunted, and having had their belongings taken or destroyed. They rated the frequency of each of these experiences on a scale including 0 (never), 1 (1-2 times), 2 (3-10 times), 3 (approximately once a month), 4 (approximately once a week), and 5 (almost daily). The individual items were utilized in the analyses.
Assault and robbery victimization. At each wave youths were also asked to report whether they had been assaulted with a weapon, assaulted without a weapon, or robbed by peers at ages 13 and 15 and overall (by peers or adults) at age 17. Each dichotomous item was included in the analyses individually.
Sexual victimization. At ages 13, 15, and 17, on the same 6-point scale as above, youths were also asked to report the frequency with which they had been subjected to sexual harassment by their peers. In addition, they were asked whether they had been subjected to sexual assaults perpetrated by peers at age 13 and 15 and overall (by peers or adults) at age 17. These items were used in the analyses separately.
Behavioral and emotional outcome measures.
Prosocial behavior, aggressive behavior, and symptoms of anxiety/depression. Prosocial behavior, aggressive behavior, and symptoms of anxiety/depression were measured using the Social Behavior Questionnaire (SBQ; Tremblay et al., 1991) administered to the participating youths and their teachers when the youths were 17 years old. For 426 participants, information was provided by their classroom teacher, for 145 by their vocational teacher, and for 470 by both. Where information was available from both teachers, the average score was included in the analyses. Previous research has supported the reliability and validity of the SBQ, including as applied to the current sample (Murray, Obsuth, ). The teacher subscales measuring prosocial behavior consisted of six items (a = .90), and anxiety/depression consisted of seven items (a = .89). The aggressive behavior subscale consisted of 11 items (a = .84) and included reactive, physical, and proactive aggression. The youth subscales measuring prosocial behavior and anxiety/depression each consisted of eight items (a = .81 and .82, respectively) and aggressive behavior was measured by nine items (a = .80). Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (very often).
Delinquency. Youths were asked whether they had engaged in 14 different acts of delinquency in the past 12 months, including stealing from home, shoplifting more/less 50 CHF, stealing a vehicle, driving without a license, breaking into a car/shop, drug dealing, damaging property, vandalism, threatening with a weapon, forcing sexual acts, threatening to take things, robbery, and assault. The 14 dichotomous variables were combined into a variety score by dichotomizing each item and adding up incidences.
Substance use. Youths were also asked to rate on a scale from 1 (never) to 6 (daily), the frequency with which they used eight different types of substances in the previous 12 months, including beer/wine/ liquors, THC, ecstasy, (met-)amphetamine, cocaine, LCD/psilocybin, anabolic steroids, and hard drugs. We used both a substance use variety score by dichotomizing each item and adding up incidences as well as the average frequency of all substances in order to check the robustness of findings. Consistent with previous studies utilizing a normative sample of adolescents (e.g., Romer, 2010) , the prevalence of substance use in our sample was overall low. Given this and in order to ensure comparability of findings, we followed the procedures reported in previous studies (e.g., Ford et al., 2013; Grasso et al., 2013) and combined all substances into one variable, substance use.
Analytical Procedure
A poly-victimization score for each participant was computed by assigning a score of 0 or 1 based on the experiences of each type of victimization in the past 12 months. These were then added up to yield a score for poly-victimization which ranged from 0 to 10 at age 11, 0 to 13 at ages 13 and 15, and 0 to 12 at age 17 (see Table 1 ). This was then recoded to differentiate five groups-no victimization, 1, 2-3, 4-5, and 6, and more different types of victimization (see Table 2 and Figure 1 ). For the purposes of descriptive analyses (Table 3) , the youths who reported experiencing victimization levels which put them in the highest 10% of the sample at each age, were classified as poly-victims.
Based on the above reviewed literature, we were interested in exploring whether it was possible to identify different subgroups of poly-victimization across adolescence. Therefore, as mentioned above, we carried out exploratory longitudinal latent class analyses (LLCA; Collins & Lanza, 2013; Hagenaars & McCutcheon, 2002) . In order to group youths based on their experiences of victimization from age 11 to 17, we completed an LLCA based on the individual items, thus utilizing a mixture of categorical/dichotomous and continuous variables. LLCA allows grouping individuals into latent classes based on their observed pattern of responses to specific questions asked at multiple time points. Each participant is assigned a set of probability estimates showing the likelihood of membership in each latent class, summed to 1 for Note. Maximum number of victimizations at age 11 was 10, at age 13 and 15 it was 13, and at age 17 it was 12.
each individual. The probabilities provide information about an individual's most likely class membership. All analyses were carried out in Mplus 7.31 (Muth en & Muth en, 2014), using robust maximum likelihood estimation because it provides parameter estimates which address missing data.
All individuals with at least one data point for any given variable were included in the analyses. For the number of missing cases per variable over time see Table 1 .
Identification of classes.
To identify the number of classes which best describe our data we ran a number of LLCA models specifying one through four classes (k = 1-4). We compared each of these models on a set of criteria recommended by Nylund, Asparouhov, and Muth en (2007) and employed in previous research (e.g., Erosheva, Matsueda, & Telesca, 2014; Finch & Bronk, 2011) to choose the best-fitting model with the optimal number of classes. The criteria included hypothesis testing indices to assess model fit: the p-values of the Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (LMR) and the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test (VLMR), as well as the parametric bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT), each of which reveal whether a model with k classes provides a significantly better fit than a model with one less class (kÀ1; Berlin, Williams, & Parra, 2014) . In addition, we used statistical information criteria: sampleadjusted Bayesian information criteria (saBIC); Akaike's information criterion (AIC), in which lower (more negative) values represent greater classification qualification quality; and entropy value, a measure of classification accuracy (measured from 0 to 1 in Mplus; Muth en & Muth en, 2014) with values approaching 1 indicating a clearer delineation of classes (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996) . Furthermore, based on the recommendation by Muth en and Muth en (2014), we also examined the classification probabilities for the most likely latent class membership and considered whether the classes were theoretically meaningful (Nagin, 2005) . Note. Percentages are based on the number of poly-victims in each row. Reading example: 28.4% of the 148 poly-victims at age 11 were also classified as poly-victims at age 13.
Interpretation of classes. After a model was selected based on the criteria above, we examined the odds ratios for the dichotomous indicators and means for the continuous indicators of victimization within and between each of the classes to identify how the classes differed from each other with regard to victimization types at the different time points. The significance level of the likelihood of endorsing any of the dichotomous variables more or less in each class is provided in the Mplus output. To test whether the youths in each of the classes differed from each other significantly on any of the continuous victimization variables, we carried out a set of univariate analyses of variance (ANOVAs) in SPSS version 22 (IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY) with post-hoc contrasts (see Table 5 ). These analyses allowed us to identify the distinctiveness of the classes on each type of victimization from age 11 to 17. Finally, to further describe the classes, we utilized partial correlations to examine the relation between posterior probabilities of class membership and a series of behavioral and emotional outcomes, as well as independent samples t-tests to explore possible gender differences.
RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics
Individual frequencies of each of the victimization types are presented in Table 1 . They represent the number of youths who endorsed any of the victimization items at each age. Notably, and consistent with previous literature (e.g., Finkelhor et al., 2007) the most frequently reported type of victimization was the experience of being bullied by peers. For most types of victimization, the proportion of youths affected decreased over the four ages. From Table 1 it is evident that with increasing age fewer youths were reporting experiencing peer violence -including robbery and assault with and without a weapon as well as sexual assault. The pattern was similar for three of the four items tapping corporal punishment. The exception was being slapped, as more youths reported being slapped at age 13 and 15 than at age 11 or 17. A gradually declining pattern was also observed in the bullying items, with slight oscillations. Namely, compared to percentages at age 11, at age 13 slightly more youths reported having their belongings taken and being insulted or taunted. At age 15, more youths reported being ignored/excluded and sexually harassed than at age 13. However, all forms of bullying went down by age of 17 compared to age 11. Figure 1 show that, depending on age, between 16% and 25% of the sample were in the no victimization group, a similar number were victimized once, at age 11 23% were victimized more 4-5 times, whereas at age 17 this occurred to only 10% of the young people. The highest poly-victimization group included 13% of the young people at age 11 compared to only 3% at age 17. Thus, the number of youths experiencing 6+ victimizations as well as those experiencing 4-5 victimization types consistently declined from age 11 to 17. On the other hand, the number of youths experiencing 2-3 types of victimization, and one type of victimization consistently increased with age. The average number of victimization types decreased at each wave, from highest levels of 3.39 at age 11 to 2.40 at age 17.
Poly-Victimization Prevalence Over Time
There was some stability of poly-victimization over time. As shown in Table 3 , of those youths classified as poly-victims at age 11, 28.4% were also poly-victims at age 13, 27% were also poly-victims at age 15, and 18.2% also at age 17. Of those who were classified as poly-victims at age 13, 41.8% remained in this category at 15, and 27.4% also at 17. Finally, 31.6% of those classified as poly-victims at 15 were also classified as poly-victims at age 17. The association between poly-victimization at two time points was consistently statistically significant at p < .002. This suggests that poly-victimization at two age points does not occur by chance.
Poly-Victimization Patterns Over Time
Identification of classes. Table 4 presents fit statistics for the LLCA models featuring two to four classes. The LMR, VLMR, and BLRT p-values were key in guiding our decision making and indicated that the three-class solution best describes our data. As outlined above, the LMR, VLMR, and BLRT indicate improvement in fit compared to a solution with one less class. Whereas the BLRT p-value was statistically significant at p < .001 for the two, three, and four-class solution, the LMR and VLMR were only statistically significant for the three-class solution, p < .0276 and p < .0272, respectively. This suggests that compared to two classes, having the third class helps to better describe the data, whereas the fourth class does not add further improvement. Moreover, the saBIC and AIC for the three-class solution were lower than that of the two-class solution, further supporting a better fit for the three-class solution. Although the saBIC and AIC were yet lower for the four-class solution, suggesting a yet better fit, the LMR and VLMR were not significant for the four-class solution. Entropy for the selected threeclass solution was high. In addition, the classification accuracies for the most likely latent class membership in the three-class solution were high (97%, 93%, and 98%, respectively, in each class). Each of the three classes appeared to consist of a sufficiently large group of youths, and the interpretation of the three classes suggested three distinct and meaningful groups. Taken together, a threeclass solution was deemed as the best fit. Table 5 presents the means of the continuous variables in each class and odds ratios for the probabilities of experiencing any of the dichotomously assessed variables in each class. The three-class solution revealed three groups of young people: the largest group (72%) reported overall low victimization (class 1), the second largest group (19%) experienced non-parental poly-victimization (class 2), and the smallest group (8%) was characterized by having experienced the highest levels of long-term parental victimization over time (class 3). Classes were differentiated on pattern as well as severity.
Interpretation of classes.
Specifically, the low victimization group of youths comprising class 1 (558 girls and 552 boys) experienced the lowest rate of both corporal punishment and bullying victimization from age 11 to 17; significantly lower than class 3 at p < .001. The means in class 1 were also significantly lower than class 2 at p < .001 on all of the bullying victimization items but only a few of the corporal punishment items. Namely, compared to youths in class 2, youths in class 1 were significantly less likely to have their hair pulled at age 11 and have been slapped at age 11 and 13. Furthermore, youths in class 1 consistently reported having lower probabilities than youths in class 2 or 3 of experiencing robbery or physical or sexual assault from age 11 to 17. Thus, class 1 represents the group of youths with the least amount or likelihood of victimization and poly-victimization.
In class 2, the non-parental poly-victimization group (125 girls and 171 boys), with the exception of three items mentioned above youths reported experiencing similar levels of corporal punishment on most items compared to class 1 over time. However, they reported having consistently experienced significantly less corporal punishment than youths in class 3 from age 11 to 17. On the other hand, they reported experiencing significantly higher levels of bullying from age 11 to 17 than class 1 as well as class 3 with a few exceptions-similar levels of physical attacks in class 2 and 3 at age 11 and 17, as well as belongings being taken at age 17 and sexual harassment at all assessed ages (13, 15, and 17). The odds ratios of the dichotomous variables revealed that they were also more likely than youths in class 1 to experience robbery or physical or sexual assault from age 11 to 17. In addition, they were also significantly more likely than youths in class 3 to experience robbery at age 13 and 15, assault without a weapon at age 13 and 15, as well as assault with a weapon at age 15. On the other hand, compared to youths in class 3, they were significantly less likely to be robbed, or assaulted with or without a weapon at age 11, assaulted with a weapon at age 13, or assaulted without a weapon at age 17. Thus, class 2 represents the group of youths with highest amounts and likelihood of experiencing different types of non-parental victimization (at school, outside of Finally, youths in class 3, the long-term parental victimization group (55 girls and 62 boys) reported having been exposed to higher levels of corporal punishment from age 11 to age 17 than youths in class 1 or 2. They also experienced more bullying across time than youths in class 1 but less than youths in class 2, with the few exceptions mentioned above. The odds ratios of the dichotomous variables suggested that youths in class 3 were more likely to experience all types of peer victimization than youths in class 1. However, compared to youths in class 2, they were only more likely to experience robbery, and assault with and without a weapon at age 11, assault with a weapon also at age 13, without a weapon also at age 17, or robbery also at age 17. Thus, class 3 represents the group of youths with the highest amounts of persistent parental victimization across adolescence and medium amount or probability of experiencing all other types of victimization. Table 6 presents the mean levels of victimization types in each class which revealed significant linear trends at each age, suggesting that youths in class 3 experienced the highest level of victimization/ poly-victimization, followed by youths in class 2, and finally youths in class 1 who experienced the least amount of victimization. Post-hoc contrasts confirmed significant differences between the means with the exception of one. At age 11, the level of victimization in the two poly-victimization groups were not significantly different. The three classes showed different trajectories over time (see Figure 2 ). Linear trends were observed for class 1 and class 2 (p = <.001). By contrast, class 3 showed a quadratic trend (p < .001).
Relation to outcomes. The partial correlations between the probabilities of class membership and a range of outcomes based on the young person self-reports and teacher reports at age 17 revealed a distinct pattern of relations for each of the classes/groups (see Table 7 ). Namely, higher probabilities of membership in class 1-low overall a,b,c Indicate significant differences of ***p < .001 between each pair of classes; the same superscript signals no significant differences between respective classes based on post-hoc contrasts. The means are in reference to the variety score-sum of dichotomized victimization types.
victimization from age 11 to 17-were related to less anxiety/depression as well as aggression at age 17 according to both informants. They were also related to more prosocial behavior according to the teachers and less delinquency and substance use overall, as well as alcohol and drug use separately according to the youths. On the other hand, the probabilities of membership in class 2-nonparental poly-victimization from age 11 to 17-were related to more aggression according to both informants, less prosociality according to the teachers, and more anxiety/depression according to the youths. They were also related to more self-reported delinquency and substance use overall, but only alcohol use, not drug use when examined separately. In contrast, the probabilities of membership in class 3-long-term parental victimization from age 11 to 17-were related to more anxiety/depression according to both the teacher and self-reports. Based on the self-reports, they were also related to more aggression but not delinquency or any type of measured substance use, unlike the non-parental poly-victimization probabilities. This was the case, despite controlling for possible confounding variables-self-control, anxiety/depression, and aggression-all assessed at age nine.
The independent samples t-tests comparing males and females on the probability of membership in each class were statistically significant for FIGURE 2 Mean number of different victimization types experienced in the past 12 months for those who had experienced at least one victimization by class membership. Note. Teachers (n = 896); vocational teachers (n = 615); young people (n = 1,306). All *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001. class 1 (low victimization) and class 2 (non-parental poly-victimization). Females had higher probabilities of being in the low victimization group than males (t = À2.359; p = .018); while males had higher probabilities of being in the nonparental poly-victimization group (t = 2.578, p = .010). Notably, however, females and males did not differ in their probabilities with respect to membership in the long-term parental victimization group.
In addition, we explored the possible influence of SES and ethnicity on class membership. In this study, we utilized the International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI; Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1996) to assess SES. The index yields four quartiles based on occupation. Given the diverse nature of the study sample with respect to country of origin, we utilized the parents' migration background as a proxy to assess the effect of ethnicity. If both parents (or single caregivers in single-parent households) were born abroad, the variable was coded 1, otherwise 0. Based on this definition, 46% of the sample's households had a migration background.
Chi-square test results suggested a different class composition based on both SES, v 2 (6) = 24.015, p = .001, and migration background, v 2 (2) = 18.284, p < .001. Specifically, more young people (59%) in class 3 (long-term parental victimization) had two parents born outside of Switzerland, whereas 41% of those who comprised this class had at least one Swiss-born parent. On the other hand, class 2 (non-parental victimization) consisted largely (64%) of those with at least one Swiss-born parent and 36% with both parents born outside of Switzerland. Class 1 (low victimization) comprised of 55% of young people with at least one parent born in Switzerland and 45% of those with both parents born outside Switzerland.
With respect to SES based on occupation, class 3 (long-term parental victimization) consisted of 39% of young people in the lowest quartile (lowest SES) based on parental occupation: 29% were in the second quartile, 16% in the third quartile, and 15% in the highest quartile (highest SES). In contrast, young people in the lowest quartile (lowest SES) represented the smallest percentage in class 2 (nonparental victimization; 18%). In fact, the largest percentage of young people in class 2 were in the third quartile of SES (33%), followed by comparable rates of young people in the highest quartile (25%) and second quartile (24%). Finally, the distribution of young people in class 1 (low victimization) was relatively balanced with respect to SES quartiles (27% in the lowest quartile, 27% in the second, 25% in the third, and 26% in the highest quartile/highest SES).
DISCUSSION
Poly-victimization is an important risk factor for a range of mental health and other developmental outcomes (Finkelhor, Shattuck et al., 2011; . Research has been accumulated about poly-victimization with respect to its short-term and life-course prevalence, its risk factors, and its links to a variety of outcomes. However, much less has been known about polyvictimization developmentally, particularly during adolescence. In this study, we set out to examine the levels of victimization and poly-victimization in a normative sample of early to late adolescents. In addition, we extended previous research by carrying out longitudinal person-centered analyses and identified three subgroups of youths based on their experiences of victimization from age 11 through age 17-a low victimization group, a non-parental poly-victimization group, and a long-term parental victimization group.
Specifically, our findings showed that at each age group at least three quarters of the sample had experienced victimization, and of this the great majority involved multiple types of victimization; only about 15-22% of the total sample had experienced just one victimization type. However, among the youths who experienced multiple victimizations the largest group was consistently that with 2-3 different types of victimizations (ranging from 32% to 39% depending on the age at which this was assessed). The very high end of multiple victimization, involving 6+ types, was relatively rare (ranging from 3% to 13% depending on the age of assessment). Thus, while experiencing 6+ victimizations is less common than experiences of 2-3 types of victimization, consistent with previous research (e.g., Cyr et al., 2013; Finkelhor et al., 2005 Finkelhor et al., , 2009 Pereda et al., 2014) , victimization and poly-victimization is relatively common in this sample. However, inconsistent with previous reports, which, based on cross-sectional data, found increases in poly-victimization in different age groups (Finkelhor, Shattuck et al., 2011; , our findings revealed a decreasing pattern. At each subsequent age, fewer youths reported having experienced 4-5 types or 6+ victimization types. By contrast the number of youths who reported experiencing 2-3 types of victimizations increased with age. This partial divergence in findings may be due to the types of victimizations assessed in this study versus others. Unlike previous studies, each of which included different types of victimization and abuse, we did not assess at each age, for instance, violent victimization by adults (with the exception of corporal punishment by caregivers). Up to age 15, our study focused on exploring primarily direct victimization by peers at school as well as outside of the school/home environment. At age 17, the questions assessing out-ofschool/home environment were expanded to include victimization by peers or adults; however, they did not differentiate between the two perpetrators. Most of the victimization studies which reported that poly-victimization rates were higher among older adolescents than younger adolescents included victimization by adult perpetrators (e.g., Finkelhor et al., 2009) . Moreover, the studies with reported increases of poly-victimization at older ages were carried out in North America. It is also possible that Switzerland represents a "safer society" in which the most dangerous period is childhood and early adolescence when one may be exposed to the potential of victimization by parents and peers, but once older this danger recedes. Because we did not measure or differentiate victimization by adults systematically, these are interpretations which present questions for further research. Nevertheless, the relatively high rate of multiple types of victimization over time, across adolescence, further highlights the importance of early identification of victimized young people, in order to intervene promptly.
Our latent class analyses provide additional insights into the different patterns of long-term victimization to which young people are exposed. The good news is that the largest group we found represented young people who were least likely to be victimized at any given time through any type of victimization. However, we also identified two sizable groups of young people with distinct patterns of exposure to poly-victimization over time. One group (non-parental poly-victimization) represented youth who were most likely to be exposed to bullying at school from age 11 to 17. Youth in the other group (long-term parental victimization) were in turn most likely to be exposed to parental violence from age 11 to 17. In other words, youths exposed to more corporal punishment each year from age 11 through 17 were not the same youths who were more likely to experience bullying at school. Interestingly, however, young people in both groups reported experiencing violent victimization outside of their home and school, but at different times. Therefore, it is possible that both victimization at home and bullying at school are risk factors (as well as precursors) for violent victimization outside of these organized settings. Importantly, our analyses did not identify one or more group(s) of young people who would have experienced only one type of victimization over time. Thus, these findings lend further support to the importance of poly-victimization as both a concept as well as the experience with possible serious consequences. It has implications for mental health providers working with young people or adults who have been victims of violence; they have to be aware and sensitive to the fact that their clients' histories may involve continued parental abuse or school bullying in adolescence.
Our findings further suggest persistence of both parental corporal punishment and school bullying, if in different groups of young people, across adolescence. It appears that once a young person is exposed to one or the other type of victimization, this continues throughout their adolescence. Future research will need to examine whether factors which have been identified as leading to exposure to different types of victimization at any given time (such as parental substance use and parental depression) are also factors which maintain this exposure across adolescence. Similarly, what stops the cycle of each victimization will need to be explored; maturation and moving away from home or one's school seem like plausible candidates.
Based on these results alone our findings are inconsistent with previous literature (e.g., Turner et al., 2016) , which identified a group of youths exposed to abuse at home who also experienced higher rates of victimization at school, including bullying. Importantly, however, while we only included abuse by parents in the home, Turner et al. (2016) assessed victimization by both peers (e.g., siblings) and adults in the home and at school and found that youths in their sample were much more likely to be victims of abuse by juvenile family members (r = .74) than adults (r = .20). Furthermore, unlike Turner et al. (2016) , our analyses did not include any parentally perpetrated victimization other than corporal punishment. In addition, given that the analyses presented by Turner et al. collapsed over youths aged 10-17 and only included one measurement of lifetime victimization, it is possible that inclusion of multiple measurements assessing past-year victimization, similar to that in this study, would provide comparable profiles. Together, our findings suggest that it is important to differentiate between victimization by peers versus adults in the home. It is possible that the youths who are victimized at home by their siblings specifically are more likely to be also victimized at school than those who are physically abused by their parents. Future research may examine this hypothesis.
The two poly-victimization classes were further differentiated by the age at which the youths in each class experienced out-of-school violence. Specifically, youths in the long-term parental victimization group were more likely to be exposed to all the assessed types of out-of-school violence; however, only at age 11. On the other hand, youths in the non-parental poly-victimization group were most likely of the three classes to be bullied at school over time and also more likely to be exposed to various types of out-of-school violence at ages 13, 15, and 17, so starting later and for a longer period of time.
These divergent findings for the three groups may be explained by the developmental changes in social needs and interactions that youths undergo during early, middle, and late adolescence. Preadolescents (10-11) would still normally spend more time at home than older adolescents (e.g., Larson & Richards, 1991) . However, those who are corporally punished at home (class 3-mixed poly-victimized group) may not be as motivated to stay at home and spend more time away from home at an earlier age. Consistent with Finklehor's (2007) theory of victimization, risk of victimization is increased by an individual's environmental condition. Spending more time outside of the home, and perhaps also outside of the school, thus youths them more vulnerable to serious types of peer violence which occurs outside of the home or school. Moreover, although not measured in this study, it is possible that the physical abuse experienced at home and reported by these youths from age 11 onwards started much earlier. Such early and ongoing or repeated experiences of maltreatment have been described to have profound effects on children's abilities to develop adaptive social skills and coping strategies (Finkelhor et al., 2009 ). Without such strategies young people may not be able to selfprotect, and hence they may ignore warning signs of danger (Herman, 1992) and become more vulnerable to other types of victimization. In addition, such experiences are more than likely to impact on the youths' sense of closeness and feeling cared for by their parents, both of which are aspects of family relationships which have been shown to serve as protective factors against violent victimization by peers (e.g., Tillyer, Tillyer, Miller, & Pangrac, 2011) . We can see similar trends being supported in studies of adolescent runaways from abusive homes, who continue to be victimized once on the street and report elevated levels of physical as well as sexual street victimization (e.g., Tyler & Beal, 2010) .
On the other hand, it is possible that those young people who are bullied at school but less likely to be maltreated at home may be spending more time at home or in structured environments during this age period, thus making them less likely to be exposed to violent victimization at age 11. Although later on, in adolescence, fulfilling a key developmental shift towards spending more time with peers (e.g., Connell & Dishion, 2006) , both groups may spend more time with peers and those already bullied may be more likely to be further victimized by peers and others outside of their school. Because all young people spend more time with peers as they get older, it is possible that after age 11-12 those who are bullies at school also engage in violent victimization outside of school, targeting the same peers. This interpretation is consistent with the findings from a recent meta-analysis which suggested that youths who are exposed to bullying at school are significantly more likely, by about one-third, to be victims of violent victimization later (Ttofi, Farrington, & L€ osel, 2012) . At age 17, it is youths from the long-term parental victimization group that are again more likely to be robbed or assaulted without a weapon compared to youths in the non-parental poly-victimization group. However, unlike the assessment at previous ages, the age 17 items tapping these constructs were posed with reference to both peer and adult perpetrators. It is therefore possible that these findings reflect increased perpetration of victimization by adult offenders. However, this too is a subject for further study.
Consistent with the recent findings by Turner et al. (2016) , which suggest that poly-victimization is related to worst outcomes when victimization occurs in more than one context, our study also shows that experiences of negative behavioral and emotional outcomes were associated with both poly-victimization groups. Notably, young people in the two groups experienced different types of negative outcomes. According to the teachers, youth in the non-parental poly-victimization group were less prosocial and more aggressive, and youths in the long-term parental victimization group were more anxious/depressed. Finally, youths in the low victimization group were more prosocial, as well as less anxious and aggressive. Similarly, according to the young people themselves, those in the low victimization group reported fewer mental health problems on all the assessed outcomes. On the other hand, young people in the two poly-victimization groups reported greater mental health problems. What differentiated between the two groups was the use of substances, which was only related to membership in the non-parental poly-victimization group (more likely to be bullied) group. These findings are consistent with others' citing links between experiences of being bullied and later substance use (e.g., Sigurdson, Wallander, & Sund, 2014) and delinquency (e.g., Wong & Schonlau, 2013) . Thus, young people who are consistently bullied throughout adolescence appear to be at a particular risk for abusing substances. This again is important information for service providers who are encouraged to look beyond substance use problems and explore the underlying reasons, aware that bullying may be one of them.
The links we report here are of course in no way causal and may be due to processes of self-selection, differential association, and/or contextual factors. However, even if they are preliminary, these findings not only provide further support for the distinctive nature of the identified groups, but also highlight the existence of multiple types of polyvictimization in a normative sample, as has been previously found in clinical samples (e.g., Adams et al., 2016) . Thus, our study further points to the importance of identifying this group of youths early on. Taken together, our findings are consistent with previous work suggesting that both maltreatment and bullying increase the risk for violent victimization (e.g., Finkelhor, Shattuck et al., 2011; . It also offers new insights into the distinctiveness of groups of youths who experience maltreatment and early violent victimization versus bullying and later violent victimization. It is likely that the processes underlying these two types of poly-victimization may be different and warrant further study in order to inform and fine-tune current identification of youths at risk, their treatment as well as prevention of violent victimization.
In addition, our study provided an initial exploration of the question whether the observed differences in poly-victimization profiles may be related to gender. The findings suggested that adolescent girls and boys are equally likely to be exposed to parental victimization throughout adolescence (from age 12 to 17) but boys are more likely to be exposed to non-parental poly-victimization. Based on social roles and related social stereotypes, adolescent boys are more likely to be seen as perpetrators than as victims of victimization. Given internalized societal stereotypes, it may also be more difficult for boys to admit to experiences of victimization for fear of being seen to be weak or nonmasculine. For these reasons, mental health professionals in schools and clinics may want to pay special attention to victimization in boys; particularly as it may be masked by aggression and engagement in delinquency. Our findings also highlight the need for further gender-based analyses when understanding developmental patterns of poly-victimization.
Finally, our analyses suggested that persistent parental victimization was most likely to occur in young people with both parents born outside of Switzerland as well as those whose parents held jobs representing the lowest SES. Future analyses will need to examine variation based on different cultural backgrounds in order to determine how much of this may be explained by acceptable parental practices in different cultures. Similarly, plausible mediators and moderators of the link between low SES and parental victimization (such as parental depression) will need to be explored in order to explain this link. It is clear, however, that mental health professionals ought to pay special attention to young people who present with these broad (and likely distal) risk factors. On the other hand, the largest proportion of young people who were in the non-parental victimization group were those with at least one parent born in Switzerland as well as young people whose parents held jobs representing the middle and highest SES. These findings also highlight that much more needs to be understood about the processes which link young people's parental background and parental occupation to their victimization by peers and others.
Like any study, this study has some limitations leading to additional future directions for research. While we identified a subgroup of youths who are exposed to corporal punishment more than youths in the other groups, our information about parental victimization was restricted to this one type of maltreatment. While corporal punishment has been identified as one of the strongest risk factors for a variety of problem outcomes (e.g., Turner et al., 2012) , future studies may examine the longitudinal co-occurrence of multiple types of maltreatment, such as parental neglect and sexual victimization, because those may differentially contribute to vulnerabilities to other types of victimization and negative mental health and behavioral outcomes. It will also be important to explore the person-based clusters based on a variety of additional victimization types that youths may be exposed to (such as witnessing interparental violence), in addition to the most common types of exposure included in our study. Other than parental abuse, our study primarily focused on peer victimization, with the exception of assault, robbery, and sexual victimization, which at ages 15 and 17 included victimization by adults as well as peers. However, these two perpetrator types were not differentiated, which may have influenced our findings. Future studies should therefore examine exposure to victimization and poly-victimization by various perpetrators. In our study, we assessed different victimization types biannually with reference to the past year; an annual or even more frequent assessment of victimization with a shorter recall period may offer additional insights into the patterns of change over time. Furthermore, it will be important to replicate these findings utilizing diverse samples and relying on reporting from a variety of sources. While there is a growing literature about the concurrent effects of these additional victimization types, much less is known about these patterns longitudinally and about their cumulative effect over time.
Despite these limitations, this study also has significant strengths. Its longitudinal design, spanning ages 11 through 17, thus covering two important developmental stages-from early adolescence to adolescence-provides rich information about the experiences of different types of victimization in the past 12 months at each age. It is unlike other studies, which examine incidences (e.g., Finkelhor et al., 2007; Radford et al., 2013) or latent classes (e.g., Adams et al., 2016; Turner et al., 2016) of poly-victimizations based on grouped age ranges (e.g., 11-17 and 10-17). The study used both descriptive (variable-based) and person-centered analyses utilizing longitudinal data. The latter approach revealed two distinct groups of youths who follow dissimilar paths of poly-victimization throughout adolescence, including with differential links to mental health outcomes. The two groups may call for a differential approach to identification and treatment and warrant further examination. Next steps should include the examination of the earlier experiences of adolescence, including the exploration of the predictors which may include earlier victimization but also other risk factors. Special focus should be given to the youths who are physically abused at home, because they may be more difficult to identify by teachers at school, who may be the gatekeepers for early intervention.
CONCLUSION
Our findings lend further support to the importance of examining poly-victimization and demonstrate that even though there is some consistency of poly-victimization over time, poly-victims are not all created equal. Different categories of polyvictims can be identified that are distinctive from each other not only in the number of ways in which they are victimized but also in the pattern and diversity of types of victimizations a young person is exposed to from age 11 to age 17. Moreover, which pattern of poly-victimization a young person is exposed to has implications for mental health outcomes. Collapsing over large age ranges (e.g., 10-17) to examine patterns of poly-victimization may, therefore, not give us the full picture of this dynamic construct. Thus, this study highlights the importance of examining the patterns of polyvictimization over time in order to develop a more nuanced developmental understanding of these experiences. With this knowledge, better strategies can be developed for identifying youths at risk as well as developing better prevention and intervention strategies.
